This paper investigates a variety of ways in which prosodic factors influence blend structure in English. Recent approaches to blends no longer consider blends unpredictable, but the role of stress in blend formation has not been investigated in detail yet. This paper addresses this problem, focusing on the role of stress in determining the switchpoint of the two bases in the blend, and on the question of what determines the stress pattern of the blend. We investigate these questions using experimentally derived forms, coined by native speakers on the basis of carefully controlled word pairs as stimuli. The results demonstrate that the length of the blend, the location of the switchpoint, and the stress of the blend are crucially determined by stress properties of the two base words of the blend, above all by those of the second word. At a theoretical level, the most important single finding is that the preservation of the stress of the second word may happen independently of the preservation of segmental material of the stressed syllable (e.g. préstitant from prestígious + dóminant). In contrast to stress, and contrary to earlier claims, syllabic constituency is shown to be of minor importance for switchpoint location. The theoretical implications of these findings are discussed. On a methodological level, our results show that experimentally elicited blends constitute a valid and highly useful resource for research on blend structure.
1.
Introduction 1 English has a number of morphological categories where the shape of the complex words belonging to that category is crucially determined with reference to syllabic or metrical structure.
Examples of such 'prosodic morphology' (e.g. Plag 2003 , Lappe 2007 for English, McCarthy & Prince 1993 , 1998 for the general framework) are given in (1) , with the diamond indicating a morphological relationship: 1 The authors thank the audiences at several conferences for useful discussions of earlier versions: Manchester Phonology Meeting, May 2012; Data-rich Approaches to English Morphology, Wellington, July 2012, 35. Jahrestagung der Deutschen Gesellschaft für Sprachwissenschaft, Postdam, March 2013. We are also very grateful for the feedback provided by the two anonymous ELL reviewers and the editor Bernd Kortmann. Special thanks to Manel Ben Abdallah for developing this project with us and for collecting the data, and to Ute Raffelsiefer for her help with the final coding of the data.
(1) a. doc w doctor, fax w facsimile, gas w gasoline, lab w laboratory, mike w microphone With respect to the role of prosodic structure in English blend formation, two issues arise. The first is that, despite a number of pertinent observations and claims in the literature, the role of prosodic categories as determinants of blend structure is as yet far from clear. Thus, recent corpus-based work (esp. Gries 2004a Gries , 2004b Gries , 2006 Gries , 2012 , to be discussed in detail in section 2) has provided evidence that the prosodic structure (especially: word length and stress pattern) of blends is highly similar to that of their base words (especially to Word 2; cf. also Bat-El & Cohen 2012 on stress), and has interpreted this fact as an indication that similarity and recognizability play a role in blend formation. For stress, however, it is not clear how the observed similarity relations translate into predictive phonological restrictions that determine blend structure. For length, it is not clear whether the observed patterns are genuine length effects or epiphenomenal of other effects, most notably those of metrical structure preservation. Another prosodic category that has been claimed to act as a restriction on blend structure, but that has not yet been tested in detail empirically, is syllabic constituency. Kubozono (1990) and Bauer (2012) , for example, propose that the switchpoint, i.e. the point where the two bases meet in the blend, occurs exclusively at syllable constituent boundaries (for example between onset and nucleus, as in smog w smoke + fog, or brainiac w brain + maniac).
The second issue that arises with respect to the role of prosodic structure in blend formation is the question of how predictable blend structure is in general, and how predictability is related to the variation that we find in the data. In many earlier treatments of blends, these formations have been judged to be largely unpredictable (e.g. Marchand 1969 , Bauer 1983b A major problem for an assessment of variability in blend formation is, however, that all previous studies are based on (and generalize over) existing, mostly lexicalized, blends. This means that the variability problem has been investigated always across types, not within types, so that we never see the full range of structural options that are available for a single pair of base words. This problem is tacitly acknowledged by Gries (2004b) , who argues that breakfunch would be a better or more likely coinage than the existing blend brunch.
A serious methodological disadvantage of research being conducted solely on the basis of existing blends is that certain effects are very hard to measure because each word brings in its own structure, so that the conditions for the operation of a particular restriction cannot be held constant. This problem is aggravated by the fact that, as shown in detail by Gries (2004a Gries ( , 2004b Gries ( , 2006 Gries ( , 2012 , blending especially occurs among structurally highly similar base words, so that any corpus-based dataset is going to be highly biased in terms of the structural configurations to be encountered among base words. Configurations which are rare, but provide an interesting insight into the workings of structural determinants, are therefore difficult to investigate on the basis of existing types.
Finally, it is unclear how the fact that a blend is lexicalized affects the question of how well its structure reflects productive mechanisms. Thus, it is a common assumption in corpusbased work on productivity that productive mechanisms are best investigated in rare formations rather than in frequent formations (e.g. , Plag 1999 ). Frequency of occurrence has, however, never been an issue in corpus-based studies of lexical blending.
In the present paper, we will use an experimental methodology to investigate the role of prosodic structure in English blend formation. This methodology involves a production experiment in which native speakers of English were asked to coin blends on the basis of carefully controlled word pairs as stimuli. In the analysis of the data, we will focus on two questions:
· How is the switchpoint between the two bases determined?
· What determines the stress pattern of the blend?
Our contribution to research on blending in English is twofold. On a methodological level, our research will complement earlier, corpus-based studies. We will see that experimentally elicited blends constitute a valid resource for research on blend structure, which allows us to study both within-type variability and structural configurations that are underrepresented in lexicalized data in more detail than other methodologies. On the level of contents our study will provide new insights into the way prosodic categories shape the structure of English blends. Specifically, categories of syllabic constituency seem to be less relevant than hitherto assumed. By contrast, metrical categories will be shown to be more relevant than noted in the literature, shaping not only the stress pattern of blends as compared to their source words, but also having a crucial influence on the overall structure of the blend and the location of switchpoints. These empirical findings have important implications for theoretically-oriented models of blend formation.
The paper is structured as follows. In section 2 we review in more detail the problems in the description of blends and their structure, and develop our research questions. Section 3 presents our methodology. This is followed by the section 4, in which we present the results of our analysis. Section 5 provides a summary and a final discussion.
The role of prosodic structure in English blends
Morphologically complex words are semantically and formally related to their bases. Leaving semantic issues aside, it is safe to say that formal relatedness is often not straightforward. Thus, we find stress shifts, base allomorphy, deletion of segments or other kinds of phonological processes that impinge on how faithful the complex word is to the phonological structure of its base(s). With blends, this is an especially intricate problem, which can be broken up into at least three sub-problems, all of which seem to show variability. First there is the problem of anchoring (see, for example, Lappe 2007 for discussion): from which point onwards in the string, and in which direction, does material from a base survive? Note that the notion of switchpoint introduced above refers to the anchoring points of the two bases from the perspective of the blend. The point that constitutes the switchpoint for the blend, is the anchoring point for the bases. The second problem is length, i.e. how much of the bases survives. The third problem is the metrical structure, i.e. how stress is assigned. We will discuss each in turn.
Anchoring
We have phrased the anchoring problem by focusing on what material survives of the base.
This perspective is relatively recent and many earlier studies such as Bauer (1983) or Cannon (1986) have looked at what is deleted instead. However, as shown, for example, in Lappe (2007) and Alber & Arndt-Lappe (2012) an output-oriented approach to prosodic morphology, which uses constraints on survival rather than on deletion is empirically and theoretically more adequate. We will therefore adopt the same kind of approach in this paper.
Left and right anchoring
It has often been observed that with regard to anchoring, there may be a lot of variation. There are two main patterns for the coinage of compounds that concomitantly lose phonological material in this process, given in (3), with the pattern in (3b) being rather marginal (cf. We therefore adopt a definition of blend according to which blends are two-constituent compounds in which at least one constituent has lost some phonological material, and in which the left, or initial, part of Word 1 and the right, or final, part of Word 2 survives. We say 'at least one constituent', as there are cases which can be analyzed in such way that one of the bases survives completely (e.g. painstation s pain + playstation, wreader w writer + reader). Such forms can be accomodated by the AD template by stating that the respective 'part' may be as large as the whole word.
As for variation, the anchoring points (or, from the perspective of the blend, the switchpoints) are an obvious source of variation, with partial vs. full preservation of a base as one specific instance. There are, however, some more specific claims about the determinants of the location of the switchpoints to which we now turn.
The location of switchpoints
As already mentioned above, Kubozono (1990) and Bauer (2012) (Costa 2008 ).
In the present study we will systematically compare blend length to both Word 2 and Word 1 length. The results of our analysis of metrical determinants of switchpoints, however, clearly call into question the status of length of the source words as a predictor of blend structure in its own right. Instead, we suggest that it may be an epiphenomenon of metrical structure preservation. This interpretation is fully in line with the assumption that recognizability of the source words is a crucial factor in blend formation (cf. Gries 2004a Gries , 2004b Gries , 2006 Gries , 2012 ).
Stress
There is not much discussion in the literature on English blends concerning stress. Cannon The hypothesis that blend stress correlates with Word 2 stress in English seems to receive support from Gries's (2004a) study, which shows that blend stress tends to correspond to Word 2 stress. A methodological problem encountered in empirical studies of blend stress like Gries's is, however, how to measure correspondence of stress between participant words. Thus, for example, Gries's coding of stress patterns is intricably linked to the length and segmental material in the blend. This has the consequence that, for example, the blend mírthquake is coded as having the same stress pattern as Word 2 (éarthquake), but not as Word 1 (mírth). Unfortunately, such a coding does not allow any conclusions about the interaction of stress assignment and stress preservation. In the above example Gries's coding misses the very interesting fact that the penultimate main stress on the blend (mírth.quake) preserves both the main stress of mirth and the stress pattern of Word 2 (éarthquake). We will use a coding that is independent of word length to systematically test generalizations concerning stress assignment and stress preservation effects in blend formation.
Methodology

Experimental setup
In a production experiment we asked 29 native speakers of Irish English (all students at the University of Colraine, Ireland) to create blends on the basis of two words that were presented to them (Ben Abdallah 2008). The experiment consisted of a written and an oral part. In the written task, the participants were presented with a questionnaire that presented 60 pairs of words in a carrier sentence, and the participants were asked to create one word from the two source words and write it down. They were then asked to pronounce the word they had created. The oral production was recorded and later transcribed phonemically. The written data were collected for two reasons: to give the participants sufficient time to find an acceptable blend, and as a backup to ensure a correct interpretation of the audio data.
The stimuli consisted of word pairs that had the same word class and could together be terms of the pertinent structural categories, which did not reveal any clearly distinct patterns that could have motivated the switches. Finally, recall that all formations elicited in the experiment had a coordinative meaning. We therefore do not expect the reversal to be detrimental.
Categories coded
The two bases and the blends were coded with regard to a range of linguistic properties. All codings were made on the basis of the pronunciations, not on the basis of the forms as written down in the questionnaire. The categories that are relevant for this paper are listed in table 1. To analyze the overall structural pattern we coded which part of the respective bases survived in the blend, and whether there is overlap of Word 1 and Word 2 material in the blend ('medial overlap', as in jacoat, in which the two /k/'s of the bases overlap). We measured the length of the blend, of Word 1, and of Word 2 in number of syllables. We also counted the number of syllables to code the stress patterns of Word 1, Word 2 and the blend. This was coded in two ways, counting from the left and counting from the right. The location of the switchpoint was coded in different ways: We noted in which syllable of the bases the switchpoint occurred, counting from the left for Word 1, and from the right for Word 2. We also coded whether the switchpoint was at a syllable constituent boundary, and if so, at which kind of boundary. Table   2 illustrates the coding for a token of the pair prestigious + dominant with the resulting blend /prəs.ÈtI.dZɪ.nənt/. As one can see, the codings were done in such a way that theoretical biases were avoided as far as possible to allow for a description of the facts in a way that is as theory-neutral as possible.
Further methodological considerations
The methodology used here may raise some methodological concerns, which we would like to address in this section. The first is that, given the design of the study, the formations obtained here are forced formations, for which it is not quite clear how many of them would actually be realistically attested as blends in the language. An example is the pair of source words pan (Word 1) and pot (Word 2), which, in the majority of cases, made our informants create the blends pánot or panót. Whereas anecdotal evidence from native speaker intuitions may suggest that pan and pot are odd bases for blends, the complexity of the many factors involved makes it difficult to estimate on principled grounds which bases exactly would lead to a null parse. This objection would therefore make it generally difficult to elicit blends in an experimental setup.
What makes us optimistic in terms of the quality of our data as quite realistic blends, is that, in some instances, speakers did refuse to form blends from the base words given, but that these instances were few in number and did not show a systematic pattern. We interpret this as an indication that our informants may differ in terms of their competence with respect to the set task, and that the difference between suitable bases for blending and unsuitable bases is likely to be a gradual one. Therefore, we have no principled basis for making a sharp distinction between possible and impossible bases for blending.
Another, somewhat related, issue is that the source words in our experiment differ substantially from the source words that are attested for naturally occurring blends. In particular, Gries (esp. 2012; cf. also 2004a , 2004b shows that lexicalized blends (termed 'intentional blends' by Gries) are characterized by a relatively high degree of similarity between the two source words. This pertains to both their segmental makeup and their stress pattern. For the study of phonological determinants of blend structure, however, this means that some configurations (in terms of segmental and prosodic structure) are overrepresented in lexicalized data whereas others are extremely rare, so that an analysis can sometimes contribute only little to an assessment of current hypotheses about determinants of blend structure. This becomes especially clear when we want to study prosodic determinants of blend structure. Given that, in spite of some variation, word stress assignment in English is far from random, it is to be expected that we will not find too much variation in stress patterns of source words for lexicalized blends.
Gries (2012: 154) confirms exactly that expectation: "when the source words of intentional blends have the same number of syllables, then there is also a significant tendency for them to have the same stress pattern".
In order to study stress assignment in blends, then, lexicalized data are not the most informative type of data because what we need to see is exactly the rare cases where source words exhibit different stress patterns. Also, the blends investigated here differ from existing blends in terms of the lengths of the source words. Whereas Gries (2012: section 3.1) shows that the source words for lexicalized blends tend to be of unequal length (with Word 2 being significantly longer than Word 1) stimuli in our experiments are more balanced with respect to different length configurations, which allows us to better test source word length as a determinant of blend length.
Results
Overview of the data
As already mentioned in section 2.1.1, applying the above definition of blend to our data set, we end up with 1,269 blends, i.e. AD formations. Of these, 304 blends have one constituent that has not lost any material (24 percent). In roughly two thirds of such cases (68 percent), it is Word 2 that is fully preserved. Again this is in line with previous observations in the literature (e.g.
Bauer 1983: 235), and it is also a reflection of the general tendency of blends to preserve more material from Word 2 than from Word 1 (cf. also Gries 2004b). Example (5) illustrates the variability of full preservation with the pair publisher + editor from our data set. Four different blends were produced, two of which preserve Word 2 completely and two of which don't.
(1) publisher + editor w publéditor, pubéditor, púbitor, públitor
In 16.5 percent of the 1,269 blends there is a medial overlap, a rather common phenomenon (cf., for example, Bauer 1983: 235, Cannon 1986: 741). In the vast majority of our cases the overlap concerns only one segment, which can be a vowel (journalist + moderator w journarator) or a consonant (e.g. scanner + printer w scanter).
With regard to the length of the blends produced by our participants, we find the distributions as shown in figure 1. To summarize, our experimentally derived blends seem to be very similar to existing blends in terms of their structural properties. This means also that, in spite of the artificiality of the experimental setup, the speakers came up with coinages that match coinages that were produced in more natural settings. This supports the idea that an experimental approach to blends is viable and yields valid data.
We may now turn to the phenomena that are in the focus of this study, switchpoints and stress.
Switchpoints 4.2.1 Constituent boundaries
Previous studies (e.g. Kubozono 1990 , Bauer 2012) have proposed that switchpoints occur exclusively at constituent boundaries, for example between onset and coda, as in smog (smoke + fog), or brainiac (brain + maniac). In our data set, switchpoints are indeed mostly at syllabic constituent boundaries, i.e. after or before an onset, nucleus or coda), but not necessarily so (cf.
Gries 2012). This somewhat unexpected behavior happens in less than 4 percent of all blends, which may look like a rather exceptional phenomenon that can easily be dismissed. However, this low figure is due to the fact that there is an uneven distribution of consonant clusters in the bases. A closer inspection of the data is therefore necessary, and indeed rewarding.
Let us look at the onset-nucleus boundary and the word pairs in which Word 1, or both If we look at the types instead of the tokens we find a similar picture. Let us now turn to the role of stress in the determination of the switchpoint.
The role of stress in the determination of the switchpoint
The literature is silent about whether stress plays a role in the determination of the switchpoint.
On the basis of several properties of blends and independent considerations concerning the general treatment of prominent material in morphology, one can, however, set up a hypothesis about the relationship between stress and switchpoints.
We know from other morphological categories, and especially from those belonging to the realm of prosodic morphology, that prominent material from the bases tends to be pre- Blends preserve the initial part of Word 1 and the final part of Word 2. Now given that initial material is prominent, and Word 2 loses its initial material, Word 2 must somehow compensate for the loss of its initial material in order to remain recoverable. One mechanism is to preserve as much non-initial material as possible, and indeed it has been observed that on average Word 1 loses more material than Word 2 (e.g. Gries 2006 ). Another mechanism might be to preserve the stressed syllable of Word 2. Thus we could hypothesize that the switchpoint is no further to the left than the stressed syllable of Word 2. Roughly speaking, it would be enough for Word 2 to preserve its stressed syllable and everything to the right of it.
A quantitative analysis of our data strongly supports this hypothesis: Figure 2 Overall, the error rate for our hypothesis is only 9.1 percent (N=1,263, six observations were lost due to missing values).
The switchpoint can be at the left boundary of the stressed syllable of Word 2, within or after the onset of the stressed syllable of Word 2, as illustrated in (7). If we look at the types instead of the tokens, we find further evidence for the reality of the proposed restriction. All word pairs that yield a blend violating the generalization, also yield a blend variant that does not violate the generalization. See the examples in (8):
Another interesting subpattern can be discerned for those pairs in which the number of violators is larger than the number of blends that conform to the hypothesis. With this subset we find that the two bases end in the same sequence of sounds (consultátion + interpretátion). In all such cases there is preference for blends that preserve material beyond the stressed syllable of Word 2. See (9), in which the parts of Word 2 that are to the left of the main-stressed syllable are in bold print.
The reversal of preferences for this particular subset of pairs indicates that deletion and preser- We will first test Cannon's prediction that the longer word provides the stress pattern of the blend. In our data set, 365 tokens feature a longer Word 2, while 288 have a longer Word 1.
Those blends that have a longer Word 1 are the crucial test cases for Cannon's hypothesis, since for those blends that are based on a pair with a longer Word 2, the size-based hypothesis makes the same prediction as the position-based hypothesis, namely that blend stress is the same as Let us now turn to the position-based hypothesis. Figure 3 To summarize, we have found robust evidence for the generalization that Word 2 prosody largely governs stress assignment to blends. Exceptions to this pattern do occur and they are systematic in the sense that they either involve the preservation of Word 1 prosody, or show the treatment of blends as monomorphemic words by the subjects. Under which exact circumstances Word 1 prosody prevails over Word 2 prosody remains to be studied in more detail.
Discussion
Our results show an overwhelming tendency for blends to preserve the prosodic structure of Word 2. This does not only refute a strictly size-based view of blend stress as advocated by Cannon (1986) , it also runs counter to some of the claims in Bat-El & Cohen (2012). Using an optimality-theoretic approach these authors present the hitherto most detailed analysis of blend stress, and it is therefore interesting and informative to discuss their claims in the light of our new empirical findings.
Bat-El & Cohen (2012) also propose that Word 2 prosody has a strong influence on blend stress, and they also note the two exceptional patterns that we found in our data. In their attempt to provide a principled account of these patterns, the authors distinguish numerous different constellations, depending on the sizes of the bases and the blend, and depending on which stressed base syllables survive in the blend. Unfortunately, the classification of their data does not correspond to our coding of the experimental data so that a direct general comparison of the pertinent subsets of data is not possible, but it is nevertheless possible to discuss some important aspects. 4 For example, in our data we find a clear preponderance of fault' stress, these authors see monomorphemic stress emerging under two particular circumstances. One is that in both formations the stressed syllables do not survive in the blend, the other is that one of the bases is monosyllabic and in the other base the stressed syllable does not survive. We will discuss each in turn.
As for the first constellation, in our data it is never the case that Apart from the problems involved in their account of 'default' stress, there is also a more general problem with Bat-El & Cohen's approach. The constellations they discuss are constellations in which crucially the size of the blend (in combination with certain sizes of the bases) is a determinant of stress assignment to the blend itself. Conceptually, this complicates matters considerably as it introduces two more correspondence relations into the model, and empirically it does not lead to convincing results.
and it remains to be seen how the empirically observable patterns can be successfully implemented in an optimality-theoretic analysis.
Summary and discussion
This paper has presented the first systematic quantitative investigation of the structure of experimentally elicited blends in English. It complements in several ways earlier quantitative work on the structure of existing, lexicalized blends (especially by Gries). On a methodological level, it has shown that experimentally elicited blends constitute a valid resource for research on blend structure, which crucially allows for the investigation of structural variation both within and across types for controlled structural configurations. Importantly, we find that our experimental blends exhibit structural properties which have been documented for existing blends in the literature (e.g. strong preference for AD structure, generalizations on length, and various others). With respect to the phenomenon under scrutiny, the present study has extended earlier analyses in that it has looked at a variety of ways in which prosodic factors influence blend structure in English. Earlier work concentrated on only some of such factors. For example, Gries implications for general approaches to blend structure that have been proposed in the theoretical literature. These will be discussed in the remainder of this section.
We systematically investigated three aspects of blend structure: the length of the blend, the location of the switchpoint, and the stress of the blend. Our analysis suggests that these aspects are crucially determined by the prosodic properties of the two base words of the blend. Of all prosodic categories studied, stress in the base word emerged as the most important factor. This is especially true for stress in Word 2, which was shown to have a crucial influence not only on the stress pattern of the blend, but also on the location of the switchpoint. Thus, we see a clear tendency for switchpoints to be located in the main-stressed syllable of Word 2. A plausible interpretation of this fact is that blends are optimized with regard to the recoverability of the two base words by preserving exactly those parts of the two base words that provide im-portant cues to word recognition (cf. Gries 2006 for a similar argument). In the case of Word 1, this is word-initial material, in the case of Word 2 this is material that has to do with the position of main stress. With respect to the latter generalization, our analysis brought to light that stress preservation effects may in fact be more complex than hitherto noted. Thus, whereas it is true that the switchpoint tends to be in the stressed syllable of Word 2, this is not without exceptions. It is these exceptions that provide us with an important insight about the nature of stress preservation effects, which is that stress preservation may happen independently of the preservation of segmental material of the stressed syllable (cf. Piñeros 2000, who develops a similar argument, but on different grounds). Two illustrative cases are the blends jóurnarator (from jóurnalist and móderator) and préstinant (from prestígious and dóminant). In terms of segmental content, the switchpoint in these blends is not the stressed syllable of Word 2. The blends preserve less material from Word 2 than the string from the stressed syllable to the right word edge. However, in terms of the stress pattern, the stressed syllable of Word 2 is represented in the blend in so far as the blend preserves the location of the main-stressed syllable of Word 2, i.e. independently of its segmental content. In the case of jóurnarator this stressed syllable corresponds to the stressed syllable of Word 1 (jour-in jóurnalist), in the case of préstinant it does not (pres. is unstressed in pres.tí.gious).
In contrast to stress, and contrary to earlier claims, syllabic constituency was shown to be of minor importance for switchpoint location. Length of the source words seems to have an influence on blend structure in that blend length most often conforms to the length of the longer source word. At the same time, there seems to be a preference for blends to have no more than three syllables.
The important role of stress in the base word for the structure of blends raises the question of how our findings relate to other, prosody-based accounts of blend structure that can be found in the theoretical literature. One often-cited account is the proposal put forward in shown above, preservation of the prosodic structure of Word 2 is an important factor. However, they are not fully compatible with the idea that the prosodic structure of Word 2 acts as a template into which the surviving part of Word 1 is integrated. Instead, a distinction must be made between pretonic and posttonic blend structure. As we have seen, stress in Word 2 acts as a ma-jor determinant of stress in the blend and of the location of the switchpoint. Pretonically, however, prosodic structure and length of Word 2 does not determine blend structure to the same extent. Instead, we find variation. A representative example of such variation is the group of blends that our experimental subjects coined for the base words pílot and ófficer. Of the 17 pertinent tokens, only seven tokens are compatible with Piñeros' account for Spanish. These are pílic-er, píficer, and pófficer. By contrast, eight subjects coined pilófficer, which faithfully preserves the prosodic structure of Word 2 only from the stressed syllable onwards. This type of variation is not compatible with approaches that assume that blend shape is determined by a prosodic template that demands blends to conform to the Word 2 skeleton in a categorical manner (as proposed by Piñeros 2000 for Spanish, cf. also Trommer & Zimmermann 2012). Instead, it suggests that the preservation of Word 2 prosodic structure is a requirement that may be violated in systematic ways, thus allowing for variation to occur.
The influence of prosodic factors on blend structure that our analysis has brought to light opens up new avenues for further research. For example, it remains to be seen how the apparent interaction of stress-related constraints with other restrictions can be formally modeled, and how the patterns of variability and non-variability observable in the data may emerge in such a model of blend formation.
